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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S ECONOMIC

PLAN DISTORTED

HO W JAL L LONG
Or DID(AA

IN THE ROUSB OF N 832EssTATIVBS
7uesday, fure 8, I,993

Ms. LON. Mr. Speasw. some of our Re-
p-blican colaguee bave been sedousy e-
tor" Presdert Clton's econortic plan
dnm*g Out I contains te 'arges tax in-
crease in Amecaien tOy." For tose who
have been maldng uch alegatlons, pertape i
Is time for a.refreer course in htiaoy-Just
ta se h recod stghL..

Those who make lb lawed rmiaent td
Presdent aton ti propoed ie targest tax
'ncase' In htsy use curemt or non*rt dot-
tam-:sh* brb e '.si msim.u 4r or15
hplyg ne t a dolarew In l1962 hmae't
waie varue a amdclk spnt In 19 3. Such a
oreparon lb ou noltbg relaiye fo elir

Ibarior to d :d. #W_,eaonV e Such'

manaO w v um two h crtical ftac-
tars cotid-deady dstl fhe _ecoc hkpact
and tue sized lax hncmas. In act accord-
hg o the ongreon Research Servce
[CtS] In a nmmonxkdm on m very auect
of hMstdc combaulson of e size' c tax in-.
creases 'A vormpw m n e din current doC
lan wovid be o no use vhaiever."

Shce e aim of he resal ecnomy ffects
iuch-onIparham as w chas ang in
pdces a moare sawmile yr w o com pare lt
hnpea of tax popos to measu bhem as
a percentage of our grom domestic procd
[GOP. O .ve fme atm -rear bdget ndow,
ft 1982 Reagan tax kcrea.e reprsented a
WUe more man 1 percen 1.09 percend, our
GDP. The C ,n prposal. on I*e odh hand,
represents' Mel more an one-hi o 1 per-
cemt,.9p ' *cent -.

For ime 'RIu,1 amn hseni a mnemran-
dum prepared by Cgssnal Rsarh
Seice ICRSI on me Issue olf stodcal cor-
padsorw of tax creases I urge my cd-
leagues read f iS kfomtive memornn
bae I hlst0 cortpa he size of tax

Was. W iort DC. Pebrray 22.. I3.

'To: r e J Lon'g. Attentlon: Tim

rom:n Jack Taylor. SIecialist in Public P1-
na-n- Z0o0acm. D -so--

Subjeot HIstorIl Compiariss of the 8he
o-Tax Increase.

As you requested, this memorandum di*-
cusses the several ways one might make his-
torical comparisons of the size of different
tax ncreases. Any such com rsons are ob-
vlously of doubtftl e, ainoe they are so
aestitive to the time-periods oowered the

type of tx changes md., and the com-
parabilty of the economic and other f.ctors
nfluencing them. However, it is quite com-

mon to make such comarisons and there
are eone principles one oould use to decide
whether they have any valWdity.

A comparison made in cumrrent dollars
would be of no use whatew. For exampw,

the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsitbilty
Act of 19B2 (TEFRA) Is frequently called the
"largest tax Increase in history" (because of
the five-year total revenue raised In current
dollars). It was estimated to raise 338 billion
In Its first full year. This ppears much larg
er than. for example, the Revenue Act of
142 which was estimated to ralse only 37
billion In its first year. If both figures are
staed In- 18 dollra, however. the 194 at
raised $62 billoqp and the 196e act only S42
bllomn (The current Administration
posal is projected to raise 36 bIllion In cur-
rent dollars or about =29 btllion In 19L dol-
lars the first tll1 yar.)
- Since the sise of the real economy affects
thme comoprisons as we llas changes In
prices, a more reasonable way to make thema
if oe insists o doing so, might be to com-
par them as percentages of groes domesut

· product (GDPj. Of the tax acts cited above.
se- 1942 Increase represented 4 percent of

ODP, while the 12 saot represnted oanly I
percent. (The AdminitratLon proposal would
be about onalf of ona peroemt.) In seeking.
the lsaret. Inoreas in hlstrym.. -ncden-
taly. ne would proably want to look even
further back; the Revenue Act of 1918 raised
an estImsted 6 billion from a much smaller
economy. and the Civil War tax act. al-
though more difflcult to quantify, were rob- -
ably even lirger.

It 'should be emphasied again t this
partoular approach to analying tax de0-

ons is not very frultfuL Other factors that
would have to be takes into Scoount include
the nature of the tax changes (some, such as
changes In deprciation pratices,- imply
trade revenues between years). the Ume peri-
ods fer which revenue estimates are being
made (not all comparisos even use the same
number of fiscal years), and the effective
dates of the tax changes < law paed this
year may take many yrrs to produce Its u1-
timate revenue effects And even If aUl tc-
ton are taken Into ocount, there am stll
better ways to evaluate tax change. Sch u
their relationship to the needs of the public
sector for revenue.

INTRODUCTION OF TI&E MICROEN-
-TERPRISE OPPORTUNITY EXPAN-
SION ACT

SPeCH OF

HON. CARDISS COUINS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESEITATIZVES
-Twrsday, May 27, 199

(Mrs. COLLINS of Ilinois asked and
was given -permission to addrss the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mra COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I am introducing the
Microenterprise Opportunity Expan-
sion Act with a great sense of satisfac-
tion and accomplishment over the
prospects for microenterprises across
the country.

In 1988;- when I first began preparing
microenterprlse legislation, very few
people in Government with -whom I
,spoke were at all familiar with the con-

oept of mioroenterprlse development.
In 1990, when I introduced the first bill
in Congress to promote
microenterprlse in the United States,
there were still only a few Members of
Congress or congressional staff that
were familiar with microenterprse
programs and their benefits.

Now, in 199S the landscape has been
overhauled. Today, we have a President
who vocally and frequently touts the
virtuee of promoting microenterprses.
Additionally, a number of other Mem-
bets of Congrea have inltiated other
efforts on this subject including, most
notably, HLR 456, the Mioroenterprse
and Asset Development Act, Introduoed
by Representative ToaY HAiL, of which
*I am pleased to be a lead cosponsor. Ft-
nally, the public the Congress, nd'the'
administration have eome to recognIse
.the value of helping people help them-
selves and the importance of Oove:n-
ment policieos whicrh tangIb assist
these indiVlduals.,' ': -

Microenterprisee are the very small-
est businesses, having five or fewer em-
ployees. at least one of whom'owns it.
Often,. microenterprises ·have no. em-.
ployees beyond the owner-operator(s),
which is the reason that self-employ-
ment is often an issue. It is frequently
seen as a road out of reliance on public.
assistance, although startup help" is.
regularly needed. . . .

Two examples from .-the Cilcago-
based Women's . Self-Employment
Project tWSEP] demonstrate the value
of microenterprise programs and the
need for this legislation. .

Ms. Lynn Hardy was on welfare when
she Joined one of WSEP' programs -n
1990. She used her first S1.500 loan to
begin a graphio arts business known as
Lynn's Designs. -At first, Ms. -Hardy
limited her services to business cards
and- signs. Within 18 months, however,
she expanded her services to calendars;
posters, airbrushed T-shlrta. and' day
care-murals. Ms. Hardy borrowed from
Ithe loan fund -a second time, using

3.500 to purchase supplies. Through
her own strength, the support of other
new entrepreneurs at the program, aid
WSEP capltal,'Ms. Hardy now supports
herself and her three chilldren. 'Believe
-me," she wrote,. *'* it will be a suc-
cess story for all low-income women--
letting them know with trust In God,
having a vision; and'WSEP you can
make it." - -

In contrast with Lynn: '~'t suc-
cess, Ms. Bernice Jackson-mn'.Oovern-
ment-imposed obstacles that she slm-
ply could not hurdle. In 1987, she Joined'
a different one of WSEP's programs
and participated in the self-employ-
ment training. She then started her
own cleaning business which she oper-
ated for 1 year. Ma Jackson was forced
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